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GPP “Big Questions”

People
— How well does the state manage its employees, including
implementing an effective and efficient hiring, retention,
development, and reward system?
* Money
— How well does the state manage its fiscal resources, including
budgeting, forecasting, accounting and financial reporting,
procurement, contracting, investments, and debt?
Assets

— How well does the state manage its physical infrastructure,
including its roads, bridges, buildings, and other resources
supported by capital expenditures?

Information

— How well do elected leaders and managers use information and
technology to measure the effectiveness of services, make decisions,
and communicate with citizens?




Study Timeline

* First draft of criteria: Dec 2003
* Survey instrument constructed: January 2004

— Identify data to be collected by academics

— Identify data to be collected by journalists

— Conduct outreach/validation
* Survey completed to extent possible by researchers: Jan-May 2004
* Survey goes into the field: Mid-May 2004
* Survey data set complete: Oct 1
* Academics, journalists complete grading assessment: Oct 11-15
* Preliminary grading sessions: Oct 18-22
* Final grading session: Nov 8-12
* Articles written: Nov 17-Dec 15 2004
* Articles edited: Dec 15-30 2004
* Closing: Jan 7 2005
* Press releases for 50 states: Jan 2005
e Web material written: Jan 2005 (who writes it?)
* _Publication: Feb 2005
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Preliminary Distribution of Criterion Scores for all 50
States, January 7, 2005 (subject to verification)
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February 2005 issue of Governing will release
state grades and vignettes of each state. GPP
website will post more detailed information on
each state, its strengths and weaknesses, and
other information for all four management areas.
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